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Federal Communications Commissim QOMBMUNMCATIONS COMMISIEN
445 12" Street, S.W. FRIE 0F e sEcaETMy

Washington, DC 20554

Re: CC Docket No. 00-251
In the Matter of Petition of AT& T Communications of
Virginia, Inc., TCG Virginia, Inc., ACC National Telecom
Corp., MediaOne of Virginia and MediaOne
Telecommunications of Virginia, Inc. for Arbitration of an
Interconnection Agreement With Verizon Virginia, Inc.
Pursuant to Section 252(¢e)(5) of the Telecommunications
Act of 1996

Dear Ms. Salas:

Enclosed for filing in this proceeding are an original and twelve copies of AT&T’s
Motion to Dismiss Verizon Virginia’s Objections to AT&T’s First Set of Data
Requests and to Compel Answers. A copy of this letter and the Motion is being
served on Verizon Virginia, Inc. by overnight mail and by email.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

.in rely yours, -
s

Mark A. Keffer

cc: Service List
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In the Matter of

Petition of AT&T Communications
of Virginia, Inc., Pursuant

to Section 252(e)(5) of the
Communications Act, for Preemption
of the Jurisdiction of the Virginia
State Corporation Commission
Regarding Interconnection Disputes
with Verizon-Virginia, Inc.

CC Docket No. 00-251
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Motion to Compel Responses To AT&T’s
Third Set Of Data Requests From Verizon Virginia, Inc.

Verizon is, as of this filing, already a week late in providing responses to nineteen
questions in AT&T’s Third Set of Data Requests. Nothing justifies such delay in
responding to these requests. This unjustified delay forces AT&T to spend additional
time, money and resources to track down responses and to draft motions to compel.

More importantly, however, the delay impedes AT&T’s ability to present a complete case
in its direct testimony. Verizon should be compelled to provide complete answers
immediately.'

On June 22, 2001, AT&T sent its Third Set of Data Requests to Verizon Virginia,
Inc. by overnight delivery and by electronic mail. Under the Commission-established

deadlines, responses to these data requests were due July 9, 2001. On July 12, Verizon

' Verizon is also late in providing responses to AT&T’s Fourth and Fifth Sets of Data Requests. Responses
were due Friday July 13, 2001, and Monday, July 16, 2001, respectively. Counsel for Verizon stated this
morning that responses to these two sets of data requests would be provided on July 17, 2001. If AT&T
does not receive complete responses on July 17, 2001, Verizon’s tactics will again put AT&T in the
unenviable position of having to call on the FCC to enforce the Commission’s discovery guidelines.



provided partial responses to 38 of the 57 questions.” For 19 of the requests, Verizon
simply stated “Verizon Virginia will respond to this request as promptly as possible.” It
is now July 16 and Verizon has still not provided responses to these requests.

In a continuing attempt to resolve discovery matters between the parties, counsel
for AT&T has repeatedly contacted Verizon in an effort to maintain an open dialogue on
these requests so as to spare the Commission from involvement in discovery matters.
Unfortunately, Verizon’s continued recalcitrance is forcing the Commission to act. On
July 9, 2001, the date on which responses were due, counsel for Verizon informed AT&T
that Verizon had been unable to compile responses to all of the requests. Counsel for
AT&T requested that Verizon send all of the completed responses in accordance with the
deadline and provide the remaining responses as soon as they were completed. Verizon
provided no responses on July 9, 2001, despite acknowledging that some responses were
completed on that date. In the following days, counsel for AT&T repeatedly asked when
responses could be expected and requested that all completed answers be provided
immediately. On July 12, 2001, three days late, Verizon provided responses to 38 of the
57 data requests. As to the remaining 19 requests, counsel for Verizon this morning
stated that he did not know when Verizon would be providing responses to these

que:stions.3

?In response to several of the 38 requests, Verizon raised objections or provided less than complete
responses. For example, Verizon refused to answer several requests seeking information about the
provision of advanced services by VADI/VADVA and information outside of Verizon Virginia’s territory.
AT&T will raise its concerns with counsel for Verizon. If the parties are unable to resolve the issues,
AT&T file another motion to compel with regards to those requests shortly.

? According to counsel from Verizon, the individual responsible for preparing these responses was involved
with an arbitration proceeding in Pennsylvania and was unable to provide responses. AT&T certainly
understands the busy schedules and the many proceedings happening throughout the region. Nonetheless,
Verizon has had 22 days (7 days more than the Commission-established timeframe) so far to answer the
questions and still has not done so. Verizon has not even committed to a date certain when AT&T can
expect responses. Regardless of schedules, over the course of the last 22 days, Verizon should have been
able to respond to these 19 questions.



Many of the 19 requests to which Verizon has not yet provided responses seek
information about Verizon’s policies and thus do not require compilation of significant
amounts of data or information. There should be little or no claims of burdensome
collection of data or specific information. Verizon should be compelled to provide
complete responses to the following questions immediately.

The specific data requests to which Verizon has not yet responded are as follows:

AT&T 3-3.  Will VZ-VA permit AT&T to serve brand new locations (e.g. new
apartment complexes or subdivisions) through UNE combinations? If so,
please provide all documents including, but not limited to tariffs or
contracts, that identify the terms, conditions and charges by which VZ-VA
will permit AT&T to serve such brand new locations via UNE
combinations? If not, please describe and support VZ-VA’s position for
not permitting AT&T and other CLECs to serve brand new locations via
UNE combinations.

VZ Obijection:
See General Objections.*

VZ Reply:
Subject to its previously filed Objections and without waiver of same, Verizon

Virginia states as follows:

Verizon Virginia will respond to this request as promptly as possible.

AT&T 3-4.  Which UNEs does VZ-VA interpret as being “currently combined” and
therefore available to AT&T?

a. Please specifically identify all the criteria that are relevant to
Verizon making a determination whether or not two UNEs are
“currently combined.”

*In objecting to AT&T’s Third Set of Data Requests, Verizon again deliberately refused to state with
specificity its objections to each question in violation of 47 C.F.R. § 1.323(b) (when a party objects to an
interrogatory, “the reasons for the objection shall be stated in lieu of an answer”) and 47 C.F.R.

§ 1.325(a)(2) (when objecting to a request for production of documents, the party objecting must do so by
“claiming a privilege or raising other proper objections”). Verizon has not even bothered to pretend to
comply with these requirements. Instead of identifying its specific objections to each question, Verizon has
simply referred to catch-all list of boilerplate objections. See Verizon’s Objections to AT&T’s Third Set of
Data Requests, attached hereto as Exhibit 1. The Commission should make clear that it will not tolerate
further evasiveness of this kind, which serves solely to delay this proceeding and increase the litigation
costs of Verizon’s adversaries.



VZ Objection:

Please list all available combinations.

Please provide a copy of all written VZ-VA internal methods and
procedures, guidelines, instructions and any other documents that
are used by VZ-VA personnel to decide whether or not an order for
UNE combinations satisfies VZ-VA criteria for “currently
combined” UNEs.

Please identify by name, title and location all VZ-VA personnel
who are responsible for reviewing UNE combination orders to
verify their compliance with VZ-VA criteria for “currently
combined.”

Under what VZ-VA conditions would any of these combinations,
which VZ-VA indicates are currently available to AT&T, not be
available in the future?

See General Objections.

VZ Reply:

Subject to its previously filed Objections and without waiver of same, Verizon
Virginia states as follows:

Verizon Virginia will respond to this request as promptly as possible.

AT&T 3-21.

On page 129 of Verizon’s Response, Verizon stated:

“In the context of a trial in another state, Verizon’s experience
demonstrated that CLECs who gained direct access to Verizon’s facilities
did not submit accurate reports of their activity.”

(A)

(B)

Identify the state, the time frame, the scope of the trial and all the
carriers that were engaged in the trial referred to by Verizon.

Did Verizon raise an objection to the relevant state commission(s)

overseeing the trial relating to the accuracy of the information
reported?

(i) If so, when were such objections raised, through what

mechanism and what was the result of the objection raised
by Verizon?
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D)

VZ Objection:

Did the Commission and/or its Staff issue any opinion(s) regarding
the nature of the trial? If so, when were such opinion(s) rendered
and, if rendered in written form, identify sufficient information so
that copies of the opinions can be obtained.

Did the relevant state Commission issue any Order(s) drawing
conclusions whether or not a CLEC may access the wiring to
which Verizon is referring?

(i) If so, please identify all such orders, the dates of such
orders and information sufficient so that copies of the
orders may be obtained. In addition, identify specific
citations that Verizon believe supports its requirement that
“its own employees be present when all cross-connection
and other work are performed on any portion of the
network Verizon owns or controls.”

See General Objections.

VZ Reply:

Subject to its previously filed Objections and without waiver of same, Verizon
Virginia states as follows:

Verizon Virginia will answer this request as promptly as possible.

AT&T 3-23. How does Verizon define the term “end user” for purposes of applying the
FCC’s Rule 51.319(c)(2) and if this definition is based on a nationally
recognized standard, please identify the standard upon which this
determination is made that two physically different locations are
associated with a single customer?

(A)

(B)

Does Verizon employ any internal data bases that seek to identify
multiple physical locations as belonging to a single retail
customer? If so, what criteria is used to determine that the
individual locations are associated with a single customer? Has
Verizon undertaken any studies or is there any internal
documentation that describes the accuracy of Verizon’s efforts to
associate multiple physical locations with a single retail customer?

Is the compensation for Verizon sales personnel based in part upon
the sales to “customers” that may have multiple physical locations?

1) If so, provide the name and title of the individual
responsible for defining the term “end user” for purposes of



VZ Objection:

sales compensation and for associating multiple locations
with a single customer.

See General Objections.

VZ Reply:

Subject to its previously filed Objections and without waiver of same, Verizon
Virginia states as follows:

Verizon Virginia will respond to this request as promptly as possible.

AT&T 3-28. 'When Verizon provisions a line sharing arrangement for a loop on which
local voice service is already operating, must the existing retail service be
interrupted in order to add service in the High Frequency Spectrum of that
loop? If no, please explain why not. If so, please provide a detailed
response to the following:

(A)

B)

Does the described or planned provisioning process involve any
potential interruption of the customer’s existing retail voice service
when the additional service is added in the HFS of that loop? If
not, please explain why not. If so, please provide a detailed
response to the following:

)

2

At what point in the provisioning process might or will the
service be interrupted and why?

How long does Verizon expect such an interruption to last
and what performance commitments will Verizon make
with regard to the maximum and average interruption of
service?

If Verizon has measured the service interruption interval for line
sharing configurations, please respond to the following questions:

(D
2

3)

What is the mean duration of the service interruption?

What is the standard error of the estimate and the number
of observations used to calculate the mean duration of the
service interruption?

Is the mean duration of the service interruption different for
VADI and other carriers collectively?



(1) If so, state the results for (a) and (b) above
separately.

(i)  If a separate evaluation of results for VADI and
other carriers has not been made, explain how
Verizon believes that it can demonstrate that it is
operating in a non-discriminatory manner.

VZ Objection:
See General Objections.

VZ Reply:
Subject to its previously filed Objections and without waiver of same, Verizon

Virginia states as follows:

Verizon Virginia will answer this request as promptly as possible

AT&T 3-29. 'When Verizon provisions line sharing on a line that is already used to
provide voice service, when does Verizon perform the physical work that results
in a service interruption? More specifically, state whether such work is
performed in off hour tours (e.g., midnight to 6:00 am). If the answer differs
depending whether VADI or other carriers are involved describe in detail all such
differences.

VZ Objection:
See General Objections.

VZ Reply:
Subject to its previously filed Objections and without waiver of same, Verizon

Virginia states as follows:

Verizon Virginia will answer this request as promptly as possible.

AT&T 3-34. What level of flow through (defined as the proportion of line splitting
provisioning orders that do not require human intervention from the point
of successful submission by the requesting CLEC to the point of dispatch
of a central office technician to perform work) is projected for Verizon
within Virginia? When is the 100% flow through planned to be made
available to CLECs? If 100% flow-through is not anticipated, what are
the reason(s) for the orders not processing without human intervention?

VZ Objection:
See General Objections.



VZ Reply:
Subject to its previously filed Objections and without waiver of same, Verizon
Virginia states as follows:

Verizon Virginia will answer this request as promptly as possible.

AT&T 3-37. Is Verizon currently in the process of examining its loop plant in Virginia
to determine its ability to support DSL services for Verizon customers?

(A)  Ifnot, does it have plans to do so and if such plans exist, when will
the undertaking start and when is it expected to complete.

(B)  If Verizon is in the process of such an examination, please provide
a status report on Verizon’s survey of its existing loop plant to
create a database of xDSL qualified loops. In particular, please
state:

(1) when the survey began,
(i)  the information being collected in the survey,
(ili)  the current state of completion of the survey, and

(iv)  when Verizon expects to complete the survey for Virginia
and the other states in the Verizon footprint.

(C)  Please state whether the survey referenced in 42(B) includes
information for offices in former GTE territories within Virginia,
and if not, how Verizon intends to comply with its obligations to
provide loop makeup data for those areas.

VZ Obijection:
See General Objections.

VZ Reply:
Subject to its previously filed Objections and without waiver of same, Verizon

Virginia states as follows:
Verizon Virginia will answer this request as promptly as possible.
AT&T 3-39. What is the current accuracy rate of Verizon’s loop pre-qualification

database for its operating territory in Virginia? Specifically, how often
does that database indicate a loop is qualified but it is later found not to be



qualified when the technician attempts to provision an order? How often
is a loop shown as not qualified and later is found to be DSL capable?

VZ Objection:
See General Objections.

VZ Reply:
Subject to its previously filed Objections and without waiver of same, Verizon
Virginia states as follows:

Verizon Virginia will answer this request as promptly as possible

AT&T 3-40. Does Verizon provide any CLEC(s) an electronic copy of the Verizon
loop qualification database? If yes, what are the terms and conditions and
charges for access to this data? If no, please explain why it is not
available, particularly if Verizon asserts any issues of technical
infeasibility.

VZ Objection:
See General Objections.

VZ Reply:
Subject to its previously filed Objections and without waiver of same, Verizon
Virginia states as follows:

Verizon Virginia will answer this request as promptly as possible.

AT&T 3-41. Does Verizon provide any CLEC(s) with direct electronic access to the
underlying data that resides in the Verizon loop qualification database? If
yes, what are the terms and conditions and charges for access to this data?
If no, please explain why it is not available, particularly if Verizon asserts
any issues of technical infeasibility.

VZ Obijection:
See General Objections.

VZ Reply:
Subject to its previously filed Objections and without waiver of same, Verizon
Virginia states as follows:

Verizon Virginia will answer this request as promptly as possible



AT&T 3-42. Please state whether Verizon will require AT&T to perform a loop
qualification query on each loop over which AT&T intends to provide a
DSL service. If so, please state all reasons why Verizon believes such a
requirement is necessary.

(A)  Would Verizon take a different position if AT&T agreed not to
hold Verizon responsible for service problems when AT&T has
not pre-qualified a loop and that loop had not been previously
qualified by another carrier to provide DSL service? If so, how
would Verizon modify its response?

VZ Objection:
See General Objections.

VZ Reply:
Subject to its previously filed Objections and without waiver of same, Verizon

Virginia states as follows:

Verizon Virginia will answer this request as promptly as possible.

AT&T 3-43.  Verizon states that it “agree[s] that AT&T should not be required to pre-
qualify a loop that has already been pre-qualified for the same advanced
data service in the same time period (i.e., the loop has been in continuous
use for the same service).” In this context, please describe what Verizon
means by the terms “same service” and “continuous use.”

VZ Objection:
See General Objections.

VZ Reply:
Subject to its previously filed Objections and without waiver of same, Verizon

Virginia states as follows:

Verizon Virginia will answer this request as promptly as possible.

AT&T 3-44. When Verizon processes a loop qualification transaction,

(A)  What specific information does Verizon return to the carrier requesting the
loop qualification;

(B)  Does Verizon, in any way, advise the carrier submitting the loop
qualification request whether or not a particular DSL will operate

satisfactorily? If so, upon what information does Verizon base this
judgment?



(C)  Must a carrier identify the nature of the DSL service it intends to provide
over a particular loop; if so, how and when in the pre-ordering/ordering
process is the information conveyed?

VZ Objection:
See General Objections.

VZ Reply:
Subject to its previously filed Objections and without waiver of same, Verizon

Virginia states as follows:

Verizon Virginia will answer this request as promptly as possible.

AT&T 3-45.  State the trouble rate for local service loops employed in line sharing for
cases where the CLEC did qualify or re-qualify loops? When reporting
this result, please provide all detail that is necessary to draw a conclusion
whether the difference, if any, is statistically different at varying levels of
statistical confidence. Also, please identify the time frame, geographic
scope of the service area and number of different carriers represented
within the data. If Verizon cannot provide such information, describe the
basis upon which it draws the conclusion that if CLECs do not pre-qualify
loops, “it will receive unnecessary trouble reports, causing Verizon to
operate in an inefficient manner”?

VZ Objection:
See General Objections.

VZ Reply:

Subject to its previously filed Objections and without waiver of same, Verizon
Virginia states as follows:

Verizon Virginia will answer this request as promptly as possible.

AT&T 3-46. State the trouble rate for local service loops employed in line sharing for
cases where the CLEC did not qualify or re-qualify loops? When
reporting this result, please provide all detail that is necessary to draw a
conclusion whether the difference, if any, is statistically different at
varying levels of statistical confidence. Also, please identify the time
frame, geographic scope of the service area and number of different
carriers represented within the data. If Verizon cannot provide such
information, describe the basis upon which it draws the conclusion that if

11



CLEC:s do not pre-qualify loops, “it will receive unnecessary trouble
reports, causing Verizon to operate in an inefficient manner™?

VZ Objection:
See General Objections.

VZ Reply:
Subject to its previously filed Objections and without waiver of same, Verizon

Virginia states as follows:

Verizon Virginia will answer this request as promptly as possible.

AT&T 3-47. Ifa CLEC uses an alternate loop qualification tool (e.g., from a vendor
such as Telecordia), would Verizon accept line splitting orders from that
CLEC without requiring that Verizon also perform a loop qualification?

(A) Ifyes, would the CLEC be required to submit any information to
Verizon regarding the results of that carrier’s qualification of the
loop?

(B) Ifinformation is required from the carrier, what will Verizon
require that the carrier supply and how would the information be
provided.

(C)  If Verizon requires that it perform a loop qualification, despite the
CLEC performing its own qualification, why does Verizon believe
it needs to perform the re-qualification and what charges, if any,
would apply for the re-qualification?

VZ Objection:
See General Objections.

VZ Reply:
Subject to its previously filed Objections and without waiver of same, Verizon

Virginia states as follows:

Verizon Virginia will answer this request as promptly as possible.
AT&T 3-49. Does Verizon assert that AT&T, having established collocation space,
may not place splitters in such collocation space? If so, what limitations
does Verizon assert it may place on CLECs’ decisions regarding where to

place splitters within its collocation?

VZ Objection:

12



See General Objections.

VZ Reply:
Subject to its previously filed Objections and without waiver of same, Verizon

Virginia states as follows:

Verizon Virginia will answer this request as promptly as possible.

AT&T 3-50. Where Verizon offers to deploy splitters in shared common space for other
CLEGs, does Verizon assert that it is not obligated to do so for AT&T?

VZ Objection:
See General Objections.

VZ Reply:
Subject to its previously filed Objections and without waiver of same, Verizon

Virginia states as follows:

Verizon Virginia will answer this request as promptly as possibk:./- -
{\\ \/‘/
M&d(Keffer{/qu.
Stephanie A Baldanzi, Esq.

AT&T Communications of Virginia, Inc.
3033 Chain Bridge Road,

Room 3D

Oakton, Virginia 22185-0001




Exhibit 1

1900 K STREET, NW.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006-1 109

HUNTON
WILLIAMS

FAX 202 . 778 » 2201

KIMBERLY A. NEWMAN
DIRECT DIAL: 02-77X-2225
EMAIL: knewman@hunton.com

June 27, 2001 FILE NO 4500 I .000278

By Hand

Ms. Magalie R. Salas

Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 Twelfth Street, S W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: WorldCom, Cox, and A T& T ads. Verizon
CC Docket Nos. 00-218, 00-249, and 00-251

Dear Ms. Salas:

Enclosed for filing on behalf of Verizon, please find four copies of Verizon’s Objections to
AT&T’s Third Set of Data Requests.

Please do not hesitate to call me with any questions.

Very truly yours,
/émw Niprram [ gurc

Kimberly A. Newman

cc: Dorothy T. Attwood (8 copies)(by hand)
David Levy, Esq. py Dok
Mark A. Keffer, Esq. o L,

i
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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

Petition of WorldCom. Inc. Pursuant

to Section 252(e)(5) of the
Communications Act for Expedited
Preemption of the Jurisdiction of the
Virginia State Corporation Commission
Regarding Interconnection Disputes
with Verizon Virginia Inc., and for
Expedited Arbitration

CC Docket No. 00-218

In the Matter of

Petition of Cox Virginia Telecom, Inc.
Pursuant to Section 252(e)(5) of the
Communications Act for Preemption
of the Jurisdiction of the Virginia State
Corporation Commission Regarding
Interconnection Disputes with Verizon
Virginia Inc. and for Arbitration

CC Docket No. 00-249

In the Matter of

Petition of AT&T Communications of
Virginia Inc., Pursuant to Section 252(e)}(5)
of the Communications Act for Preemption
of the Jurisdiction of the Virginia
Corporation Commission Regarding

Interconnection Disputes With Verizon
Virginia Inc.

CC Docket No. 00-251
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VERIZON VIRGINIA INC.‘'S OBJECTIONS
TO AT&T’S THIRD SET OF DATA REQUESTS

In accordance with the Procedures Established for Arbitration of Interconnection
Agreements Between Verizon and AT&T, Cox and WorldCom, CC Docket Nos. 00-2 18, 00-
249, 00-251, DA 01-270, Public Notice (CCB rel. February 1,2001), Verizon Virginia Inc.
(**Verizon”) objects as follows to the Third Set of Data Requests served on Verizon by AT&T

Communications of Virginia (“AT&T”) on June 22, 2001.



GENERAL OBJECTIONS

1. Verizon objects to AT&T’s Data Requests to the extent that all or any of them
seek confidential business information covered by the Protective Order that was adopted and
released on June 6, 2001. Such information will be designated and produced in accordance with
the terms of the Protective Order.

2. Verizon objects to AT&T’s Data Requests to the extent that all or any of them
seek attorney work product or information protected by the attorney-client privilege.

3. Verizon objects to AT&T’s Data Requests to the extent that all or any of them,
when read in conjunction with the instructions and definitions contained therein, seek
information that 1s neither relevant to this case nor likely to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence, or otherwise seek to impose upon Verizon discovery obligations beyond those required
by 47 CFR § 1.311 etseq.

4, Verizon objects to AT&T’s Data Requests to the extent that all or any of them,
when read in conjunction with the instructions and definitions contained therein, are overly broad
and unduly burdensome.

5. Verizon objects to AT&T’s Data Requests to the extent that all or any of them,
when read in conjunction with the instructions and definitions contained therein, seek
information from independent corporate affiliates of Verizon Virginia Inc., or from board
members, officers or employees of those independent corporate affiliates, that are not parties to
this proceeding.

6. Verizon objects to AT&T’s Data Requests to the extent that all or any of them,
when read in conjunction with the instructions and definitions contained therein, seek

information relating to operations in any territory outside of Verizon Virginia Inc. territory.



7. Verizon objects to AT&T’s Data Requests to the extent that all or any of them,
when read in conjunction with the instructions and definitions contained therein,
seek discovery throughout the Verizon footprint. This proceeding involves only Verizon
Virginia Inc. and relates only to the terms of interconnection and resale in Virginia. Moreover,
as the Commission has assumed the jurisdiction of the Virginia State Corporation Commission in
this matter, it has no jurisdiction over Verizon entities that do not conduct business in Virginia.
See Memorandum Opinion and Order, In the Matter of Petition of AT&T Communications of
Virginia, Inc. for Preemption Jurisdiction of the Virginia State Corporation Commission
Pursuant to Section 252(E)(5) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 00-25 1
(January 26, 2001).

8. Verizon objects to AT&T’s Data Requests to the extent that all or any of them,
when read in conjunction with the instructions and definitions contained therein, seek
information that is confidential or proprietary to a customer, CLEC or other third party. Verizon
has an obligation to safeguard such information from disclosure. Thus, while Verizon may be in
possession of such information, it does not have the authority to disclose that information to

AT&T or any other entity.

SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS
In addition to the foregoing General Objections and without waiver of same, Verizon

objects specifically to AT&T’s Data Requests as follows:



ITEM: AT&T 3-1  When a retail local service customer of Verizon no longer receives
service (e.g. is disconnected) from VZ-VA’s network, is there
typically any type of physical work that is involved in the
performance of such a disconnect? Please describe the overall
process and, in addition, specifically address the following:

(A) Are there any hardware or facilities that are physically
removed or altered in order to disconnect a customer from its
network?

(B) What happens to the embedded facilities that were utilized to
serve a customer that has been disconnected?

(C) Are these facilities available to CLECs?

REPLY: See General Objections.

VZ VA #84



ITEM: AT&T 3-2  Will VZ-VA permit CLECs to access VZ-VA’s individual network
elements at points other than at their collocation sites so that
CLECs may make the desired combinations themselves?

(A) If so, please identify and describe the circumstances where
VZ-VA would permit such access for the purposes of
allowing CLECs to combine network elements themselves,
including but not limited to an identification of where the
access will be provided, e.g. common area, frame room,
pedestal.

(B) If not, please identify and describe the reasons for not
allowing CLECs to combine network elements outside of a
collocation environment.

(C) Please provide any relevant documentation that supports VA-
VZ’s position either way.

REPLY: See General Objections.

VZ VA #85



ITEM: AT&T 3-3  Will VZ-VA permit AT&T to serve brand new locations (e.g. new
apartment complexes or subdivisions) through UNE
combinations? If so, please provide all documents including, but
not limited to tariffs or contracts, that identify the terms,
conditions and charges by which VZ-VA will permit AT&T to
serve such brand new locations via UNE combinations? If not,
please describe and support VZ-VA’s position for not permitting
AT&T and other CLECs to serve brand new locations via UNE
combinations.

REPLY: See General Objections.

VZ VA #86



ITEM: AT&T 3-4

REPLY:

Which UNEs does VZ-VA interpret as being “currently
combined” and therefore available to AT&T?

a.

Please specifically identify all the criteria that are relevant
to Verizon making a determination whether or not two
UNEs are “currently combined.”

Please list all available combinations.

Please provide a copy of all written VZ-VA internal
methods and procedures, guidelines, instructions and any
other documents that are used by VZ-VA personnel to
decide whether or not an order for UNE combinations
satisfies VZ-VA criteria for “currently combined” UNEs.

Please identify by name, title and location all VZ-VA
personnel who are responsible for reviewing UNE
combination orders to verify their compliance with VZ-VA
criteria for “currently combined.”

Under what VZ-VA conditions would any of these
combinations, which VZ-VA indicates are currently
available to AT&T, not be available in the future?

See General Objections.

VZ VA #87



ITEM: AT&T 3-5  Are there any combinations of UNEs that AT&T requests for
which Verizon believe it is technically infeasible to provide the
elements in combination? If so, please identify and explain why
such combinations are not technically feasible.

REPLY: See General Objections.

VZ VA #88



ITEM: AT&T 3-6

In response to Issue 111-7, on page 83, Verizon states: “Verizon
has developed ordering processes that apply industry-wide to
facilitate ordering by all CLECs.” With regards to this statement:

(A) Identify the ordering format standards that Verizon is
referring to when discussing special access to UNE
conversions in the context of Virginia.

(i)  Are the ordering format standards in any way based
upon the Access Service Request (ASR) standard,;

(B) Does Verizon assert that its implementation of the ordering
format(s) are referenced in or follow any industry-wide
implementation standard beyond those developed by Verizon
for its own use.

(C) Define the meaning of “industry-wide” as used in this
response. Specifically:

(i) Is the phrase limited to how Verizon interacts with
carriers in Virginia? More specifically, to the extent that
the industry-wide process would appear to have different
requirements to a carrier requesting a conversion in the
former GTE territory in Virginia compared to a
conversion of a circuit located elsewhere in Verizon’s
operating territory, identify all perceptible differences in
requirement for that requesting carrier.

(ii) Is there any distinction with regards to the meaning of
“industry-wide” when Verizon uses the term in
conjunction with the ordering format(s) employed as
compared to the ordering process(es) employed?

(D) Identify any carrier representative(s) who provided input with
respect to the “industry” needs related to ordering conversions
of special access to UNEs, the dates and means used to gather
such input, and the most recent estimates of the number or
proportion of special access circuits, in aggregate, that the
companies supplying such input represent of the total number
of circuits that the industry, within Virginia, might seek to
convert from special access configurations to UNEs.



REPLY: See General Objections.

VZ VA #89



ITEM: AT&T 3-7  In Virginia, has Verizon established customer contracts, whether
for retail or wholesale purposes, that include a termination liability
if the customer terminates service before the termination of the
agreement? If so, please provide answers to the following:

(A) What principles or practices does Verizon follow in setting
the level of the termination liability?

(B) Has Verizon ever waived or reduced the termination liability
associated with any such contracts?

(1) If so, identify the situations where this occurred and the
policy that was employed in determining that the
termination liability should be waived or otherwise
modified.

(C) To the extent that Verizon responds affirmatively to (B),
please reconcile the practice with Verizon’s statement that
“Verizon should treat AT&T just as it treats other customers
that have terminated services taken pursuant to tariff.” (See
Verizon Response at §3).

(i) Referring to the statement quoted in (C), define the term
“tariff’ specifically addressing whether the term
encompasses customer-specific pricing arrangements.

(ii) If the term does include customer-specific pricing
arrangements, how many of such arrangements currently
in effect for services including Virginia services have
termination liabilities, and how many do not?

(iii)Please provide a copy of one such arrangement that has a
termination liability, and a copy of one such arrangement
that does not have a termination liability. For purposes
of compliance with this question, the name of the
customer and any customer-identifying information may
be redacted.

(D) Please define specifically what VZ-VA considers to be
“termination” of service under a pricing plan that provides a
discount in exchange for volume and/or term commitments.



If not, why not.

(1) Please provide a copy of all access tariff rules and
regulations (both federal and state) that define when a
pricing plan is terminated, and the consequences to the
customer of such termination.

(1i))If Verizon and one of its customers negotiates a revised
agreement to replace one that had not yet expired, would
Verizon consider the customer as having “terminated’
service?

(E) Do any of Verizon’s customer-specific pricing agreements
provide for renegotiation or adjustment of pricing and/or
volume commitments in a customer-specific agreement
without application of a termination liability?

(i) Please provide a copy of each customer-specific pricing
arrangement for services including Virginia services that
has provisions that would permit a customer to alter
volume and/or term commitments and avoid termination
liabilities under specified circumstances. For purposes of
compliance with this question, the name of the customer
and any customer-identifying information may be
redacted.

(i1) Has there been an instance where Verizon automatically
lowered the contractual pricing (e.g., via indexing
contractual charges to changes in month-to-month service
pricing) or made a similar adjustment without applying
the contractual termination liability?

REPLY: See General Objections.

VZ VA #90



ITEM: AT&T 3-8

In the Verizon footprint, excluding Virginia, has Verizon
established customer contracts, whether for retail or wholesale
purposes, that include a termination liability if the customer
terminates service before the termination of the agreement? If so,
please provide answers to the following:

(A) What principles or practices does Verizon follow in setting
the level of the termination liability?

(B) Has Verizon ever waived or reduced the termination liability
associated with any such contracts?

(i) If so, identify the situations where this occurred and the
policy that was employed in determining that the
termination liability should be waived or otherwise
modified.

(C) To the extent that Verizon responds affirmatively to (B),
please reconcile the practice with Verizon’s statement that
“Verizon should treat AT&T just as it treats other customers
that have terminated services taken pursuant to tariff.” (See
Verizon Response at 83).

(1) Referring to the statement quoted in (C), define the term
“taniff” specifically addressing whether the term
encompasses customer-specific pricing arrangements.

(ii) If the term does include customer-specific pricing
arrangements, how many of such arrangements currently
in effect for services have termination liabilities, and how
many do not?

(iii)Please provide a copy of one such arrangement that has a
termination liability, and a copy of one such arrangement
that does not have a termination liability. For purposes
of compliance with this question, the name of the
customer and any customer-identifying information may
be redacted.

D) Please define specifically what VZ-VA considers to be
“termination” of service under a pricing plan that provides a
discount in exchange for volume and/or term commitments.



If not. why not.

(1) Please provide a copy of all access tariff rules and
regulations that define when a pricing plan is terminated,
and the consequences to the customer of such
termination. If the other state rules and regulations are
substantially similar to the ones for Virginia submitted in
response to Question 7(D)(i), above, please so state, in
which event copies of other state tariffs need not be
provided.

(i1) Has Verizon and one of its customers negotiated a
revised agreement to replace one that had not yet expired
and as a result, has Verizon considered the customer as
having “terminated” service?

(E) Do any of Verizon’s customer-specific pricing agreements
provide for renegotiation or adjustment of pricing and/or
volume commitments in a customer-specific agreement
without application of a termination liability.

(1) Please define specifically what VZ-VA considers to
be “termination” of service under a pricing plan
that provides a discount in exchange for volume
and/or term commitments. If not, why not.

(if) Please provide a copy of all access tariff rules and
regulations that define when a pricing plan is terminated,
and the consequences to the customer of such
termination. If the other state rules and regulations are
substantially similar to the ones for Virginia submitted in
response to Question 7(D)(i), above, please so state, in
which event copies of other state tariffs need not be
provided.

(ii) Has Verizon and one of its customers negotiated a
revised agreement to replace one that had not yet expired
and as a result, has Verizon considered the customer as
having “terminated” service?

REPLY: See General Objections.

VZ VA #91



ITEM: AT&T 3-9  Atpage 83 of its Response, Verizon states:
“The tariffed termination liabilities are designed to make Verizon
whole if the services are cancelled prematurely, as happens when a

carrier asks to replace then with network elements.”

Please define the phrases “make Verizon whole” and “cancelled
prematurely” as used in that sentence.

REPLY: See General Objections.

VZ VA #92



ITEM: AT&T 3- 10  For its own traffic, does Verizon’s engineering practice specify
that local exchange service (e.g. local) and toll services be routed
on separate trunk facilities between offices?

REPLY:

(A) Has Verizon undertaken any engineering studies directed at

(B)

©

reconfiguring its network of facilities and switches following
authorization to provide interLATA long distance services.
If so, do such studies require that local and long distance
traffic utilize separate trunk group and if so, must those trunk
groups be placed in separate physical facilities.

Do such studies assume that local private line circuits and
what would currently be considered interexchange private
line circuits must be placed on the different physical
facilities?

Do such studies require that private line circuits and inter-
switch trunks be place on separate physical facilities? If not,
why are such limitations not imposed?

See General Objections.

VZ VA #93



ITEM: AT&T 3-1 1

REPLY:

Do any physical/technical/engineering difference(s) exist that
prevent a loops and transport facilities, purchased as a special
access configuration (e.g., a channel termination and interoffice
dedicated transport) that prevent the combination from being used
to provide exchange access service? If so, please identify and
describe those differences.

See General Objections.

VZ VA #94



ITEM: AT&T 3-12  Does VZ-VA have the necessary mechanisms in place to

REPLY:

determine whether or not a circuit that a CLEC seeks to convert to
UNEs 1s carrying a “significant amount of local exchange service”
as defined in the FCC’s Supplemental Order Clarification?

(A) If so, please describe the systems, procedures, and processes
involved in making such a determination.

(B) Ifnot, does VZ-VA plan to verify whether or not a CLEC
that submits a conversion order to convert services to UNE
combinations has met the criteria set forth in the
Commission’s Supplemental Order Clarification? If so, how
and when will Verizon accomplish this verification?

See General Objections.

VZ VA #95



ITEM: AT&T 3-13  Please identify and list all instances in which VZ-VA believes that
it is technically necessary to disconnect existing services and/or
facilities that AT&T requests to have replaced by UNEs and/or
UNE combinations?

(A) For those instances in which VZ-VA believes a disconnect is
technically necessary, please describe the circumstances that
make such a disconnect technically necessary. Please be sure
to supply any relevant documentation that supports VZ-VA’s
contention that such a disconnect is technically necessary.

REPLY: See General Objections.

VZ VA #96



ITEM: AT&T 3-14 Does VZ-VA guarantee that when it decides that it must
physically disconnect existing services that are being converted to
UNEs that such a disconnect will not result in a customer-affecting
loss of service (e.g. loss of dial-tone)? If not, why not.

REPLY: See General Objections.

VZ VA #97



ITEM: AT&T 3-15 What is involved in converting VZ services to UNEs and/or UNE
combinations when VZ deems that a conversion does not require
the network elements to be physically disconnected? Please
identify and describe all processes involved.

REPLY: See General Objections.

VZ VA #98



ITEM: AT&T 3-16

REPLY:

Does VZ-VA propose applying different recurring or non-
recurring charges for purchased network elements initially
purchased as a combination compared to those converted from a
service configuration to a UNE combination? If so, please
identify the circumstances under which differing charges apply
and indicate the associated rate schedule for such charges?

See General Objections.

VZ VA #99



ITEM: AT&T 3-17 Does VZ-VA propose or apply differing maintenance and
provisioning standards or commitments when a combinations of
Verizon network facilities and equipment are purchased as a
service (€.g, out of an access tariff) compared to being purchased
as a combination of network elements, whether initially or via a
conversion process (e.g. when a SA circuit/service is converted to
a combination of UNEs)?

(A) If so, please identify all instances in which different
maintenance and/or provisioning standards apply and

specify the difference in performance/support commitments.

(B) Identify all technical considerations that require that such
differences exist.

REPLY: See General Objections.

VZ VA #100



ITEM: AT&T 3-18  What system and/or process issues has VZ-VA identified that
prevent it from accepting the conversion of multiple circuits (from
a special access configuration to a UNE combination) using a
single conversion orders?

REPLY: See General Objections.

VZ VA #101



ITEM: AT&T 3-19  Has Verizon determined that the Access Service Request (ASR)
format and/or process cannot support the conversion of multiple
circuits (from a special access configuration to a UNE
combination) using a single conversion orders? If so, describe in
detail all considerations leading to this conclusion?

REPLY: See General Objections.

VZ VA #102



ITEM: AT&T 3-20

REPLY:

Will VZ-VA apply UNE pricing retroactively to the conversion
orders initial firm order confirmation due date even if VZ-VA
ultimately completes the order at a later date? If so. please
identify and describe the processes that are in place (or will be in
place) in order to ensure that such pricing will be applied
retroactively. If not, please describe why such retroactive pricing
will not be applied?

See General Objections.

VZ VA #103



ITEM: AT&T 3-21

REPLY:

On page 129 of Verizon’s Response, Verizon stated:

“In the context of a trial in another state, Verizon’s experience
demonstrated that CLECs who gained direct access to Verizon’s
facilities did not submit accurate reports of their activity.”

(A)

(B)

©

(D)

Identify the state, the time frame, the scope of the trial and all
the carriers that were engaged in the trial referred to by
Verizon.

Did Verizon raise an objection to the relevant state
commission(s) overseeing the trial relating to the accuracy of
the information reported?

(i) If so, when were such objections raised, through what
mechanism and what was the result of the objection
raised by Verizon?

Did the Commission and/or its Staff issue any opinion(s)
regarding the nature of the trial? If so, when were such
opinion(s) rendered and, if rendered in written form, identify
sufficient information so that copies of the opinions can be
obtained.

Did the relevant state Commission issue any Order(s)
drawing conclusions whether or not a CLEC may access the
wiring to which Verizon is referring?

(i) If so, please identify all such orders, the dates of such
orders and information sufficient so that copies of the

orders may be obtained. In addition, identify specific
citations that Verizon believe supports its requirement
that “its own employees be present when all cross-
connection and other work are performed on any portion
of the network Verizon owns or controls.”

See General Objections.

VZ VA #104



ITEM: AT&T 3-22

REPLY:

Assume the following: a CLEC accesses on-premises privately-
owned wiring from the customer side of the cross-connection
device upon which Verizon terminates its facilities and the CLEC
lifts the from the terminal device and splices the privately-owned
wiring to wiring connected to a terminal device upon which that
CLEC’s facilities are terminated. In that scenario, identify all
portions of the Verizon network that the CLEC accesses through
such a re-termination.

See General Objections.

VZ VA #105



ITEM: AT&T 3-23

REPLY:

How does Verizon define the term “end user” for purposes of
applying the FCC’s Rule 5 1.3 19(c)(2) and if this definition is
based on a nationally recognized standard, please identify the
standard upon which this determination is made that two
physically different locations are associated with a single
customer?

(A) Does Verizon employ any internal data bases that seek to
identify multiple physical locations as belonging to a single
retail customer? If so, what criteria is used to determine that
the individual locations are associated with a single
customer? Has Verizon undertaken any studies or is there
any internal documentation that describes the accuracy of
Verizon'’s efforts to associate multiple physical locations
with a single retail customer?

(B) Is the compensation for Verizon sales personnel based in part
upon the sales to “customers” that may have multiple
physical locations?

(i) If so, provide the name and title of the individual
responsible for defining the term “end user” for purposes
of sales compensation and for associating multiple
locations with a single customer.

See General Objections.

vz VA #106



